Rt. 12, Frederick, Md. 21701 
9/19/75 

Editor, Washington Star , Certified- addressee only 

WaspinJ^feon, D.Q* 

Dear Sir, 

Your dishonest representations and your rotten professional ethios displayed 
in your today * s story on the Warren Commission executive session transcripts is 
matched by the suppressions of legitimate news in your paper when it was nmeand 
by an editorial bias that is as naked as your low ethical standards. 

Those transcripts did not just emerge from locked vaults* The Star suppressed 
all previous mentions of them or how they were* brought to light* So do those who 
wrote the story, who cannot have done any first-d\_and work without the dishonesty 
of their account also being deliberate* 

For the first of these two transcripts not to be suppressed today I had to 
risk serious retaliation by the govemmento For the second I had to carry vigorous 
appeals to where the government faced a choice between my filing another suit or 
give it to me. When it elected the latter course, because of the national importance 
I attached to it, I gave it away* The Associated Press carried a fair and accurate 
account of it and you supprosed that story, too* Instead you carried a hysterically 
distorted and totally misrepresentatiw column by the partisan ^arry Wills (who 
has yet to respond to my protest written Mm through you)* What Wills wrote and you 
printed without question def amed AP and me. I wrote you Hay 31 , ^clordng a eppy of 
tills particular transcript and asked that you readmit and then forward it to the 
Wills syndicate so tliat those who had received his dishonest account could be offered 
the realities if those editors so elected* Your own lack of concern about the truth 
you give your readers is reflected by your continued suppression of the contents of 
this transcript since then, as it is by your failure to respond to me. 

Not those who today seek to commercialise a subject become suddenly popular and 
commercially acceptable^t I have been trying against considerable difficulties to 
force the release of tho s e improperly classified records. This effort began in 1967. 

It is not restricted to those evidence only* But while I am the writer who has filed 
most suits under the Freedom of Information law you have reported not one* When the 
®cngress in .amending the. law cited one of these as the first of four requiring 
the amending you also found that unworthy of mention. 

The January 27 transcript was given to me as a result of the problems the 
government faced in my Civil Action 2052-73* Then you also found it unnewaworthy that 
the government had been defeated in court on a spurious invocation of "national 
security* 11 (How many instances of this have you ever reported?) To bring this to pass 
I had to create a direct confrontation under oath with the former solicitor general 
of the United States, the man who actually ran the Warren Commission, under oath* 

He was the witness for the lawyer who as prosecutor could have charged me with perjury 
if I swore falsely* (When has the Star run^ these risks in its reporting?) 

Those other transcripts still withhold and mentioned by your commercial! aers of 
the subject and the work of others I also have filed suit for* is C.A# 1448-75* 

This also you withheld from your readers. 

As you made no mention of this January 22, 1964 transcript when I sent you 
personally a copy almost four months ago, your paper made no mention of the book 
that includes the entire text of the January 27, 1964 transcript of/ which I sent you 
a copy after phoning your paper. 



This story is connected ’with The New Republic. Consistent with y-jiir record, 
the New Republic also refused to make any reference to the first of these ttf© 
two transcript I forced out of suppression. My letter to its new owner was written 
last December 15 . bike you, he failed to respond until now, for all practical 
purpose, like you, he rips off my work# 

Tou and The New Republic have another common bond in this kind of journalistic 
ethics. 

When ray first book appeared you assigod it to year V or one of your) CIA 
agent 3 in residence, ^oremiah 0 (leary for an ax job. That book suggests that Lee 
Harvejt 0 snail has intelligence eoxaiuotionso Prior to i»iy having to print it privately 
because the publishing Industry feared opening the subject I took it to the then 
publisher of The Nov Republic, who also vas/a book publisher* Later we learned, as 
we have with your Mr. O’Leary, that he, too, was CIA. 

Perhaps we have not seen and heard the end of the CIA’s involvement in this. 

I think we have not. I mean to include with writers, too. 

(No* is this the only government-agent writing by your Mr. O’Leary. He did the 
same dirty work for the &8I in the Martin Luther King, Jr. assassination. But then 
the FBI was for years a favored Star^r source, wasn’t it - as long as Hoover lived?) 

This is far from the Star f a complete record. However, it is, I think, sufficient* 
to justify my asking you to answer a few questions. 

Why wa3 the untouched text of those transcripts not news for the Star whan I 
brogght both out? And gave you both? 

Why was the suit which made it possible not news, or all the other suits not one 
of which you reported? 

Why do you not report that others than your new commercialiisera has gone to 
all the trouble and cost of filing for the still withhold transcripts, which they 
will get free as a consequence of this suit if I win? 

Why do you even now lack the common decency to undo the harm you djd and refused 
to undo in printing that defamatory and dishonest Wills column and to apologize to 
your readers for the lies you told thorn in printing that column and to^intaining 
silence in all the time since when you knew it was a work of calculated dishonesty? 

Wills, too, is a partisan, as you failed to tell your readers. He is co-author 

of one of the many works of sycophancy, with Ovid Demaris in their book on Jack Ruby. 

What makes tlie Star’s record in tbis all the more reproIx»xisible and a disgrace to 
the once-respected traditions o^Araericarx journalism is that I didn’t even want to 
write the first of my long series of books on this subject and offered to turn all my 
work over itas to the Star. Kharlos Seib is not the only one who might remember this. 

He was then your managing editor. Since then you have resolutely suppressed every one 
of the countless and entirely uncontested revelations in all my work. Because you were 
then yellovr I have had to devote more than a decade, entirely unpaid and unshbsidized, 
so that those new commercializers you now print can reap the harvest. 

What a record you have! All these years of suppression of legitimate nows while 
you were acting as a government and particularly as Hoover’s mouthpiece (Beginning with 

his exclusive leak to you when the Warren Report was first released and it offended him) 

and now tills disreputable misuse of the work of another. Overt plagiarism would be 
more honorable. 



Sincerely, 



Harold Weisberg 



